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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to the RCE filed April 14, 2009. 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed April 14, 2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

2. In re Claim 13, the Applicant argues Bossarte does not teach that the blast control unit 
(20) is directly connected to the plurality of detonators because it is always separated by a 
distribution panel (22). As discussed in the action, Lines 64-66 of Column 5 of Bossarte teaches 
that the interface module (20) and distribution panel (22) may be integrated into a single 
package. It is this integrated package as a whole and all circuitry contained within it that the 
examiner considers as the "blast control unit", which is therefore directly connected to the 
plurality of detonators (4). 

3. Furthermore the Applicant has assumed that the Examiner made an error in assigning the 
term "blast key" to the battery (27) of Bossarte as opposed to the key switch (25) of Bossarte. 
This is not the case. Similar to the Applicant's own disclosed blast key, the blast key of Bossarte 
is not a "key" in the most commonly perceived sense, but is a source of power for providing the 
needed detonation energy, making it a "key" component. The examiner would also like to 
clarify that the blast key of Bossarte is the battery (27) alone, and not a battery (27) and key 
switch (25) combination. 

4. The Applicant also argues that the battery/blast key (27) of Bossarte would not be 
capable of dismantlement because despite what the drawings may suggest, the battery would be 
enclosed within the interface module. The examiner has found no evidence within Bossarte to 
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support such a statement and would like to remind the Applicant that Drawings within an 
application are enabling disclosures, see MPEP 2125. 

5. The newly amended claims have also been addressed as seen below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 13, 20, 21, 22, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bossarte et al (6,490,977). 

8. In re Claims 13 and 20, Bossarte teaches a blasting arrangement as seen in Figure 2 
which includes: 

• a plurality of detonators (4) 

• a blast control unit which is directly connected to the plurality of detonators (Column 5 
Lines 64-66 state that the distribution panel 22 and interface unit 20 may be included in a 
single package, this integrated package as a whole and all circuitry contained within it is 
considered as the "blast control unit", which is therefore directly connected to the 
plurality of detonators) 

• a blast key (27) connected to the blast control unit which includes a blast energy 
generator (27), the generator is operable to produce a voltage at a level which is suitable 
for arming the detonators using energy selected from a source in the blast key (Lines 35- 
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46 of Column 6 teach that the blast key 27 provides energy at a level suitable to carry out 
detonation) 

9. Bossarte does not specifically teach that the blast key 27 is removably connected to blast 
control unit. 

10. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to allow the blast key 27 to be detachable from the wires 28 of control unit 
so that the blast key can be more easily transported or replaced upon failure, since it has been 
held that constructing a formerly integral structure in various elements involves only routine skill 
in the art. Nerwin v. Erlicnrnan, 168 USPQ 177. 

11. In re Claim 21, batteries are known in the art to comprise a housing that protects and 
contains the energy source within. 

12. In re Claim 22, Bossarte teaches a control logic unit (53) which is responsive to at least 
one external control device to have the blast energy generator to produce the voltage at a level 
which is suitable for arming the detonators (Column 7 Lines 35-60). 

13. In re Claim 23, Bossarte teaches that the external control device is a communcation link 
to the control logic (Column 7 Lines 55-60). 

14. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bossarte et al 
(6,490,977) in view of Phinney (3,721,860). 

15. In re Claim 24, the teaching of Bossarte has been discussed above, furthermore, Bossarte 
teaches that the blast key which provides the required energy for detonation is a battery (27), but 
does not disclose that the manually operable input device is mounted to the body of the blast key. 
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16. Phinney teaches a hand cranked power supply (10) for use in detonation schemes that 
comprises a manually operable input device (103) that is mounted to its body as seen in Figure 2 
(Column 4 Lines 17-40). Phinney teaches that such hand cranked power supplies are 
advantageous over batteries since they do not require recharging or replacement which is 
desirable when operating in remote locations (Column 1 Lines 53-59). 

17. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to replace the battery /blast key of Bossarte with the hand cranked 
supply/blast key of Phinney, since Phinney teaches that such hand cranked power supplies are 
advantageous over batteries since they do not require recharging or replacement which is 
desirable when operating in remote locations. 

18. The examiner would like to note that upon modification, the control logic unit (53) of 
Bossarte is responsive to the input device (103) of Phinney since it relies on the voltage produced 
by the input device (103) to provide power to itself and to the detonators. Also, the input device 
of Phinney which replaces the battery (27) of Bossarte upon modification would be physically 
connected to the control logic unit via wires (28, as seen in Figure 2) and the power converter 
(55, as seen in Figure 4). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

19. Claims 14-19 are allowed. 

20. Claims 14-19 recite a blasting arrangement that includes among other components a blast 
control unit which is physically incapable of directly providing a voltage at a level suitable for 
arming detonators, and a blast key that is removably connected to the blast control unit and 
includes a blast energy generator and a switch which controls operation of the blast energy 
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generator, wherein when the blast key is connected to the blast control unit, the blast energy 
generator is operable to produce a voltage at a level which is suitable for arming the detonators. 
The featured limitations discussed above in combination with the other limitations of the claims 
is not anticipated by the prior art of record, nor would it have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the prior art of record in order to make the aforementioned 
limitations unpatentable. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CHRISTOPHER J. CLARK whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1427. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 10:00-6:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rexford Barnie can be reached on 571-272-7492. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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